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ABSTRACT 

This document, part of a series of reports on the 
Philadelphia Follow Through Expansion Program, provides perceptions 
of pre ;ram impact. One focus of this report is on (1) pre-program 
data collected in the summer, 1975 for first grade teachers;, in the 
summer, 1976 for second grade teachers, and in the fall, 1976 for 
secon! grade aides. The second part of the report focuses on (2) a 
survey conducted in the spring, 1976 of the total program assessing 
program personnel's perceptions towards the Expansion Program after 
one year of program operation. Included under pre-program data are 
background characteristics, pre-program input and pre-post training. 
The Expansion Program survey covers background characteristics, 
educational ideals, academic areas, staff development, preschool 
experience, parent involvement, program impact and continuation of 
the Expansion Program. There are also pre-post Expansion Program 
comparisons, original Follow Through and Expansion Program 
comparisons, and a summary. Appendices contain detailed data tables, 
rating scales and other quantitative information. (MS) 
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PRINCIPALS 



School 
Code 



District 


No. 


School 


Loc&t^ion 


Principal 


1 




121 


Belmont 


41st 5 Brown St reet^^^^^'^^'^^lffa^^ R. Kurtz 




142 


M. Washington 


44th 5 Aspen Streets 


Harold Trawick 




l'li7 


Locke 


46th & Haverford Ave. 


James E. Barksdale 




li*l 


Rhoads 


50th 5 Parrish Sts. 


Robert L. Chapman(Dr.) 


2 


238 


Meade 


]8th e. Oxford Sts. 


Mark Levin 




225 


Carver 


17th & Norris Sts. 


Albert K. Schaaf 




242 


Reynol ds 


24th S Jefferson Sts. 


Phyl 1 i s Henderson 


3 


326 


Hawthorne 


12th 5 Fitzwater Sts. 


Edythe Alfred 




341 


Southwark 


Qfh P. Miff 1 in ^t*<; 

^Lll \j III! 1 1 III <JL9. 


Joseoh P Pal Ian 

w^'JC^II 1 . Vrful lull 




342 


Spring Garden 


12th 5 Ogden Sts. 


Mari lyn Meltzer 




347 


M.C. Wister 


8th 5 Parrish Sts. 


Al ice T. Jennings 




330 


Kearny 


6th 5 Fai rmount Ave. 


James Kane 


k 


427 


Dick 


25th 5 Diamond Sts. 


Joseph E. Jef-ferson 




440 


M.H. Stanton 


16th 5 Cumberland Sts. 


George A. Weiss 




423 


Bl ankenburg 


u 1 ra ro Mve. at Hotn ol. 


DdiiJara lUAWUi Lll 




441 


Stokl ey 


32nd 5 Berks Streets 


James E. Washington 




447 


R.R. Wright 


28th S Dauphin Streets 


Alvin Kressman 


5 




Fergu son 


/Lll & llUiilo OLiCCL3 


^;)H IP S Mi trhpl 1 
oauic <J. Ill L^iici 1 




533 


Hunter 


Mascher 5 Dauphin Sts. 


Seymour C. Friend 




535 


McKi n 1 ey 


Orkney S Diamond Sts. 


Jose Vasquez 


■ - - 


542 


Wei sh 


4th S York Streets 


Joseph T. Uoyie 






rid r L ran T L 


8th 5 Cumberland Sts. 


John H. Diamond 




537 


Moffet 


Howard S Oxford Sts. 


1 rv i ng Yudki n 


6 


642 


East Fal 1 s 


Merrick Rd. 5 Creswell 


Ida Peterson 




633 


Pastor i us 


Chelten 5 Sprague 


Hytol la R. James(Dr.) 




647 


J,B. Kelly 


Pulaski & Hansberry 


Wi 1 1 iam Seiber 1 ich 


7 


751 


Bethune 


Old York Rd. & Ontario 


Elaine R. Gardner 




742 


Smedl ey 


Br idge S Mu 1 berry 


Joseph' A. Vecphione 




744 


Taylor 


Randol ph 5 Erie 


Mart in E i 1 berg 
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PRIMARY SKILLS PROGRAM 
PRINCIPALS 



School 
Code 

District No. School Location Principal 



1 


126 


Comegys 


51st S Greenway 


John Grel is 






no 1 me 5 




*j c jfiiiwu 1 rsu 1 L ^ 


2 


228 


F. Douglass 


22nd 5 Norris 


Joseph W. Robinson 






Mo r r 1 s 




nnn;)1rf ^ M;)rri<; 
U\ji laiu nail 19 


J 
J 


327 


Jackson 


12th 5 Federal 


Jul ia W. Moore 




328 


Jefferson 


'♦th 5 George 


Oscar W. Gibbs 




0 0 c 


ner 3d i l n 


ptn & riLZWdLer 


Mil ^ c: 1 \J D i o 1 1 v« a 


k 


^422 


Bl a i ne 


30th 5 Berks Sts. 


Christ ine H. Lindsey 




.'»30 


Heston 


S'^th 5 Lancaster Ave. 


Richard Phipps 


5 


528 


Fairhi 11 


6th 5 Somerset 


Rubye McLaughl in 






Sheppa rd 


Howard & Cambria 


Joan M. Heuges 


6 




L i ngel bach 


Wayne Ave. 5 Johnson 


Al len Smal 1 wood 




639 


Steel 


Wayne Ave. 5 Bristol 


Edward R. Braxton 


7 


729 


Stearne 


Hedge & Unity 


Zeldin B. Weisbein 






Webster 


Frankford Ave. & 


Joseph Levi n 








Ontar io St . 




8 


8? 2 


Cr i spin 


Rhawn 5 Ditmiin Sts. 


Henry M. Carroll 




8m 


D i sston 


Knorr & Cott;'jge 


Frank W- Hauser, Jr. 
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FOLLOW THROUGH EXPANSION PROGRAM 
RESOURCE TEACHERS 



Resource Teacher School Option 



DISTRICT 1 

Barbara Moore Locke 1 

Rhoads 4 

Beatrice Dent Belmont 2 

Washington, M, 2 

DISTRICT 2 

Larry Newman Meade 1 

Elizabeth Trulear Reynolds 2 

Carver A 

DISTRICT 3 

Annie Johnson Hawthorne 1 

Southwark 1 

Spring Garden 1 

Wister, M.C, 1 

Floyda Marcus (D.L.A.) Kearny 1 

DISTRICT 

Bernice Berry Campbell Dick 1 

Stanton 1 

Helen Romans Blankenburg 1 

Wright, R.R. ' 1 

DISTRICT'S 

Marjori-^ Newman Hartranft 1 

Moffet 2 

Linda Lilly Ferguson 5 

Hunter 5 

McKinley 5 

Welsh 5 

TiSTRICT 6 

Thomas Haley Pastorius 4 

Eileen Brown East Falls 4 

Kelly, J.B. 4 

DISTRICT 7 

Gwendolyn Sebastian Bethuxve 1 

Arlene Robin Smedley 4 

Taylor 1 
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PRIMARY SKILLS PMGRAM 
RESOURCE TEACHERS 



Resource Teacher School OptioA 
DISTRICT 1 

Deana Glickstein Comegys 1 

Holmes 4 

DISTRICT 2 

Trina Russell Douglass 4 

Morris 4 

DISTRICT 3 

Constance Palmer Jackson ^ 1 

Jefferson 1 

Meredith 1 

DISTRICT 4 

Shirley Adams Blaine 1 

Heston 1 

DISTRICT 5 

Joan Hall Fairhill 4 

Sheppard 4 

DISTRICT 6 

Julia Reid Lingelbach 4 

Steel 4 

DISTRICT 7 

Deborah Seay Stearne 1 

Webster 4 

DISTRICT 8 - 

Marilyn Miller Crispin 4 

Disston 4 
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ABSTRACT 



Prior to implementation of the Expansion program in first and second 
grades, training results indicated that 95% of the teachers and aides were 
clear about the specifics of the option they were expected to implement, 
and enthusiastic about their prospective involvement in the prograzn. Staff 
knowledge and involvement in program development has been shown to provide 
and excellent basis for successful program implementation 

After one year of program operations, 64% of the teachers across the 
program (K and 1) continued to express enthusiasm, and rated their respec- 
tive options as effective in helping pupils' personal, social and academic 
development. Option 11"^ teachers, however, tended to view their option's 
approach as ineffective and were less enthusiastic. This particular option 
presents a combination of teaching strategies and is often difficult to 
implement- Across options, principals, resource teachers, aides and parent 
scholars tended to view the Expansion Program even more positively than did 
classroom teachers. 

Classroom teachers' rating indicate that Reading (81%), Arithmetic 
(72%), Handwriting (67%), and Oral Expression (66%) were considered to be 
the most effective academic areas. A parallel survey suggests that Creative 
Activities receive more attention, in the Original Follow Through Program than 
in the Expansion Program. 

■ . 'i 

Staff development was rated "effective" to "somewhat effective" by the 
majority in each category of respondents; and aides and parent scholars were 
considered effective. 

"^A Behavior Analysis/Bank Street combination 



Indications of the impact of the program were* foi?nd in the larger 
percentage of respondents who reported increased i.rteiest in individualized 
instruction, reaching the home, furthering th^jr ovn.x education, <:ad opting 
for program continuance. 

This report provides perceptions of program impact. The objective, 
tes -data based sources of information on program impact are contained in 
other reports. Summaries from these latter data show that of the 46 school 
42 in kindergarten reading, 34 in kindergarten math, 26 in first grade read 
ing, and 26 in lirst grade math, had more than 50% of their pupils scoring 
above the 50th percentile in 1975-1976. 



INTRODUCTION 

The Follow Through Expansion Program Involves 46 schools in all 
eight districts, Twenty-niae jchools funded under Title I constitute 
the "Expansion" Schools, vrJe 17 schools funded from operating budget 
were designated as "Pr:l«u?.*-/ KMllb'* Program Schools. The progrFui was 
instituted at the kindergarten lavel in March, 1975, at the first 
grade level in September, 1975, and in second grade the following year. 
Five model options were proposed for implementation on the basis of 
previous evaluation findings regarding the original Follow Through 
Program in Philadelphia. Of these, four we^e selected by the participating 
schools: Option 1: a local adaptation of the Behavior Analysis model 
(BA-A); Option 2: a Behavior Analysis/Bank Street combination (BA/BS-A) : 
Option 32 a Behavior Analysis /Bilingual combination available but not 
selected by any of the participating schools (BA/BI-A) ; Option 4: a 
local adaptation of the Bank Street model (BS-A) ; and Option 5: a 
Bank Street/Bilingual combination (BS/BI-A) • 

Evaluation Goals : 

In an effort to collect baseline information on principals, teachers 
and aides in the 46 expansion program schools, the evaluation staff 
developed questionnaires (see Appendix B) which were, completed by all 
concerned at the beginning of the program (March, 1975). These data 
are included in an earlier report^ and will be discussed in. the compariiion 
section of this report. 
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The preserit-'f^eport focuses on; 

(1) pre-program data collected In the SuTniTi<;r, 1975 for 
first grade teachers; in the Summer, 1976 for second 
grade teachers, and in the Fall, 1976 for second 
grade aides. 

(2) a survey conducted in the Spring, 1976 of the total 
program assessing program personnel's perceptions 
towards the Expansion Program after one year of 
program operation. 
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I. PRE-PROGRAM DATA 

Prior to th-^ implementation of the Expansion Program in first grade, 
training was conducted for first grade teachers in the Summer of 1975, 
Eighty-four (84) teachers completed pre-training questionnaires and 82 
returned post-training questionnaires. Again in the Summer of 1976, 
prior to the implementation of the program in second grade, training 
was conducted for second grade teachers. Sixty-nine (69) pre-question- 
naires and 73 post-questionnaires were returned. Second grade aides 
received initial training in the Fall, 1976, and 96 questionnaires were 
returned. 

A) Background Chara c t er i sties 
i) Teachers: (Table I) 

Among the first grade teachers^ 98% are female and 50% are 
between the ages of 30-50. The majority (71%) have a bachelor^ s 
degree, and 25% have a Master's degree. Second grade teachers are 
also predominantly female (99%) , and 45% ate under 30 years of age. 
Fifty-eight percent (58%) have a Bachelor's degree and 40% a Master's 
degree or higher. Sixty one percent (61%) of the first grade teachers, 
and 72% of the second grade teachers had five or more years of teach- 
ing experience at their particular expansion school. Tlie majority 
also indicated that they had recently taught in more traditional 
classrooms. 



There were no responses from Option II first grade teachers. 
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11) Aides ! (Table 2) 

The majority of second grade aides are female (94%) and, when 
compared with the first and second grade teachers, a larger percentage 
(18%) are over the age of 50, Most (70%) have completed or gone beyond 
high school and 43% have more than five years of classroon experience. 
The majority (80%) Indicated that they had previously worked In second 
grade classrooms, but only 34% had previous Follow Through experience. 
Ninety-four percent (94%) also indicated that they had worked in a 
more traditional classroom setting. Only 32% of the aides lived in 
the immediate conmunlty of the school. This la because many existing 
aides in the school system were transferred due to contractual require- 
ments. 

B) Pre-pioRram Input 

i) Teachers: (Tables 3 and 4) 

The majority of teachers indicated that they were Informed about 
the program by the school principal in faculty meetings; approximately 
40% reacted positively to the announcement, but the majority indicated 
that they had no voice in the decision to accept the Follow Through 
Expansion Program in their school or a choice? in the model to be 
Implemented. This is because the school's percentage of low Income 
children and number of children with reading scores below the 16th 
percentile, were two of the criteria for selecting schools for the 
Expansion Program. 

When asked what steps they had taken to prepare themselves for 
the Expansion Program, more than 50% of first and second grade 
teachers either did not respond to this question or indicated that they 
had done nothing to prepare themselves. Similarly, when asked how 
closely the model option was related to their teacher training. 
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49% of first grade teachers and 39% of the second grade teachers 
gave a positive response indicating some familiarity with the model 
specifics. Of those who did. respond, Option IV (BS-A) first grade 
teachers (50%) and Option I (BA-A) second grade teachers 069%) 
indicated that their option was related to their beliefs ibout how 
children learn. 

ii) Aides: 

Information of a similar nature was not collected. 

C) Pre-post Training 

i) Teachers : (Tables 3 and 4) 

Prior to training, 69% of the first and second grade 
teachers did not know whether they preferred the model they 
were to work with, or did not respond to the question. Both 
groups indicated a lack of clarity about the specifics of the 
model they were expected to implement (a mean score of 4.5 
on a five point rating scale), but apparently were enthusiastic 
about working in their respective model?. This was particularly 
true in the case of Option I (BA-A) second grade teachers. 

Post training results indicated that both first and 
second grade teachers were much clearer about model specifics 
(mean ratings of 2.6 and 2.4 respectively) and exhibited a 
higher degree of enthusiasm (2.3 and 2.0 respectively) as a 
result of training. Both groups also rated their respective 
training sessions as effective (See Tables 3A and 4A) . 
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Aides ; (Table 2) 

No pre-tralning questionnaires were distributed, but 
post-training ratings Indicated that the majority (95%) of 
second grade aides were enthusiastic about working In their 
particular model option, and clear about the specifics of 
the model they were exi;i::c».t.d to impl.-wBent, 



II. EXPANSION PROGRAM SURVEY, SPRING, 1976 

In the spring of 1976, questionnaires were sent to Expansion Program 
principals, xosource teachers, and instructional personnel (kindergarten 
and first gradij) in order to assess program personnel's perceptions of the 
program after one year of program operations (see Table 5) . 
1. B ACKGROUND CHARACTERISTIC S 
Principals (Table 6) 

41/46 Expansion Program principals returned completed 
questionnaires. The majority (73%) are males between the ages 
of 35-50, and only 29% have less than 10 years of teaching 
experience. Most (58%) have been at their particular expansion 
school from 1 to 5 years, and 63% have over 6 years of 
experience as a principal. 

Resource Teachers and Teachers C Tables 7 and 8) 

Fifteen resource teachers"^ and 240 classroom teachers 
(kindergarten and first grade) returned completed questionnaires. 
Background information indicates that both groups are predomitiantly 
females under the age of 50. \fliereas the majority of resource 
teachers hold the Masters' degree, only 38% of the classroom teachers 
hold graduate degrees. All resource teachers and 51% of the teachers' 
group have more than five years of teaching experience, but, while 66% 
of the resource teachers have over ten years of experience, only 30% o 
the teachers have this amount of experience. Sixty-six percent of 
the teachers have been at their particular expansion school for rL 
least two years. 

^There was no response from the Option V resource teachers. 

ERIC ' ' 



Classroom Ai des and Parent Scholars (Tables 9 and 10) 

Two hundred and twenty (220) aides and 193 parent scholars returned 
completed questionnaires. The overwhelming majority are female. While 
52% of the parent scholars are under the age of 30, 73% of the aides are 
over this age. In terms of educational experience, 90% of th^ aides 
and 66% of the parent scholars have completed 12th grade. The majority 
of aides (66%) and parent scholars (95%) live In the Immediate community 
of the school* 

2. EDUCATIONAL IDEALS (Tables 11-14) 

In general. Expansion Program principals Indicated that they were 
satisfied with the Instructional option In their school c Forty-six 
percent (46%) felt that their particular option was related to their 
teacher training experience, and 76% felt it was closely related to" 
their beliefs about how children learn. Sixty-eight percent (68%) 
indicated that their Instructional option was effective in helping 
.a child (1) think for himself, (2) learn to relate to his age group 
(80%), and (3) view school as a positive experience (90%). (See Appendix 
B, Table I). 

The majority of resource teachers (13/17) and classroom teachers 
(64%) expressed enthusiasm toward working in their particular instructional 
option, and considered it to be related to their beliefs about how 
children learn (14/17 and 62% respectively). Most also rated their 
option as effective in helping a child (1) think for himself (9/17 and 
59% respectively) ; (2) relate to his age group (10/17 and 63% respectively) ; 
and (3) view school as a positive experience (11/17 and 63% respectively). 
(Alsb see Appendix B, Tables 2 and 3). 
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A comparison was also made between Option I (BA-A) (N«116) and 
Option IV (BS-A) (N-91) teachers, who constituted 86% of the teaching 
group. Although both groups were equally enthusiastic about working In 
their Instructional option (66% and 68% respectively). Option I (BA-A) 
teachers tended to be clearer about the specifics of their Instructional 
option than Option IV (BS-A) teachers (75% arid 64% respectlvcaly) • On the 
other hand, Option IV (BS-A) teachers found their option more closely 
related to their beliefs about how children learn thati did Option I (BA-A) 
teachers (78% and 62% respectively). Similarly, a larger percentage of 
Option IV teachers rated their option as effective In helping a child 
think for himself (70% as compared with 53%) and relate to his age group 
X76% as compared with 58%). Both groups, however, indicated that their 
respective options were equally effective in helping a child view school 
as a positive experience (78% as compared with 74%). 

In interpreting Option II (BA/BS-A) and Option V (BS/BI-A) teacher 
responses, caution is needed since the N's are small, but it is notable 
that only 4/16 Option II (BA/BS-A) teachers indicated that they were clear 
about the specifics of their instructional option and that it was related 
to their beliefs about how children learn. 

As a group, aides and parent scholars expressed an even higher degree 
of enthusiasm chan teachers toward working in their Instructional option 
(83% and 89% respectively). Similarly, a higher percentage of aides (83%) 
and parent scholars (73%) rated their optior as effective in helping a 

child think for himself; relate to his age group (79% and 76% respect-- 
ively): and view school as a positive experience (77% and 72% respectively). 

(See Appendix B, Tables 4 and 5). 



ACADEMIC AREAS (Tables 11-14) 

With the exception of Opti,on II (BA/BS-A) teachers, most of whom seem 
to view their option as ineffective in the academic areas, the majority 
in each group considered their respective option as having an effective 
approach to Reading, Arithmetic, Handwriting and Oral Expressi ^n. Over- 
all the approach to Creative Activities was considered less effective, 
particularly in Option I (BA-A) where emphasis is on the basic skills. 
With the exception of Option IV (BS-A) teachers and resource teachers, much 
lower ratings were assigned to Social Studies, Science, and Written 
Expression, and particularly low effectiveness ratings were assigned to 
these areas by Option 1 (BA-A) resource teachers and classroom teachers • 

STAFF DEVELOPMENl (Tables 11-14) 

Eighty-two percent (82%) of the principals felt that the Expansion 
Program had had a positive effect on staff development at their school. 
The majority of resource teachers indicated that they received staff 
development weekly. While Option I (BA-A) resource teachers tended to 
rate the staff development they received as very effective. Option II 
(BA/BS-A) resource teachers rated it as not at all effective, 

Fifty-three percent (53%) of the classroom teacher indicated that they 
received staff development from once a week to once a month, and 37% rated 
the staff development they received as very effective, while 37% rated it 
as womewhat effective. Option II (BA/BS-A) teachers tended to rate the 
staff development they received as ineffective, as did Option II (BA/bS-A) 
resource teachers. (Also see Appendix B, Tables 1-3). 

Seventy-one percent (71%) of the aides indicated that they Teceived 
staff development from once a week to once a month, and 54% rated it as 
very effective. Again, Option II (BA/BS-A) aides tended to rate the staff 
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development they received as less effective than aides in the other three 
options • 

Fifty-nine percent (59%) of the parent scholars indicated that they 
received special training in classroom instruction from once a week to 
once a month, and 76% found it to be very effective. 

PRE-SCHOOL EXPERIENCE (Appendix B, Table 1-3) 

As might be expected, 83% of the principals, almost all of the 
resource ^ teachers and 84% of the classroom teachers considered pre-school 
experience important for a child's success in their respective options. 

PARENT INVOLVEMENT (Appendix B, Tables 1-3) 

In response to questions asking about the effectiveness of aides, 
parent scholars and parent volunteers, the majority of principals con*- 
sidered aides and parent scholars effective, but 9/41 principals did not 
rate parent volunteers — possibly because they were not being utilized 
j.n the classroom. Of those principals who did provide effectiveness 
ratings, 20/32 considered volunteers to be effective. A similar pattern 
holds true for resource teachers where all 15 considered aides as very 
effective, 10 considered parent scholars as effective, but more than 
half (N=*8) provided no rating for parent volunteers. The majority of 
classroom teachers (81%) considered aides effective, and 59% considered 
parent scholars effective, particularly in Option I (BA-A) (74%) where the 
parent scholar is an integral part of the curriculum plan* Fifty-seven 
percent (57%) of the teachers did not rate parent volunteers. 

Aides and parent scholars, were asked how they were being utilized 
in the classroom. The overwhelming majority of aides indicated that they 
instructed small groups regularly, but Option IV (BS-A) and V (BS/BI-A) 

aides tended to instruct individual children more often than Option I 
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(BA-A) and II (BA/BS-A) aides. SiToilarly, the majority of parent scholars 
indicated that they regularly instructed small groups, with the exception 
of Option V (BS/BI-A) parent scholars, where the majority (10/15) do so 
occasionally, but apparently soend more of their time instructing individual 
children. (See Tables 13 and 14). 

7. PROGRAM IMPACT CAirii4wdll<*^v^^ 1-5) 

After one year of program operation , the majority of principals 
indicated that the Expansion Program had had a positive effect on achieve- 
ment (68%); parent participation (75%); staff development (83%); and on 
motivating instructional personnel (78%). The majority in each of the 
groups also indicated that working in the program had clarified their 
ideas of what education should do for the child, and increased their 
interest in individualized instruction, as well as In reaching the home. 
A comparison between options suggests that Option IV (BS-A{> has been par- 
ticularly helpful to principals, , teachers and aides in clarifying 
their ideas of what education should do for the child. 

As a result of the Expansion Program, 80% of the aides and 83% 
of the parent scholars indicated that they were interested in further- 
ing their education. 

8. CONTINUATION OF EXPANSION PROGRAM (Appemlix B, Tables 2-5) 

When asked if they would like to see the program continued, all 
of the resource teachers, 78% of the classroom teachers, 94% of the 
aides and 95% of the parent scholars answered in -the affirmative. 
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Among the teachers, Option IV and V teachers yielded the highest percentage 
of "yes" responses while Option II (BA/BA-A) teachers yielded the lowest 
percentage. The principals were not asked if they wanted the program 
continued, but based on the frequency of positive responses regarding the 
program and it implementation, it can be inferred that the majority 
the principals are interested in the continuation of the Expansion 
Program. (See Tables 11 and 12). 

9. PRE-POST EXPANSION PROGRAM COMPARISONS 

In comparing pre-program data collected in 1975 with data collected 
in 197 6 after one year of program operation^, it appears that the expecta- 
tions of the majority of principals have been realized, i.e., they view 
the program as having had s positive effect on pupil achievement, parent 
participation, Sv*:aff development, and on the motivation of instructional 
personnel . 

Similarly, the majority of each group continue to view the program 
positively, with the exception of Option II (BA/BS-A) respondents who, 
appear to be unclear about the specifics of the option they are attempting 
to Implement, generally view the approach to be ineffective, and are 
losing their enthusiasm, 

10- ORIGINAL FlLLOW THROUHH AND EXPANSION PROGRAM CO>fPAPISON S 

A similar survey was conducted in 1976 in the original Follow Through 
program. Comparison data indicate that in both the original Follow Through 
and Expansion programs, most principals, staff developers (resource teachers), 
classroom teachers, aides and 'parents view their respective model or option 
as effective in helping pupils' personal and social development, with the 
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exception of teachers from Option II (bA/bS-A) In the Emanslon Program, and 
Florida Pareat teachers In the original program. 

According to teachers In the original program, the most effective 
academic areas are Oral Expression (77%), Reading (72%), Arithmetic (69%) 
and Creative Activities (64%). In the Expansion Program, the most 
effective areas are Reading (81%), Arithmetic (72%), Handwriting (67%) 
and Oral Expression (66%). Howiever, most Option II teachers in the Expansion 
Program consistently assigned low effectiveness ratings to these and other 
academic areas . 

The effectiveness of aides, parent scholars and parent volunteers was 
measured. Aides, it; particular, were considered effective by the majority 
of teachers in both programs (0=89%; E=81%) . Parent scholars were 
considered effective by 50% (0) and 59% (E) of the teachers respectively. 
^Only 32% of the original program teachers considered parent volunteers as 
effective, and 57% of the Expansion Program teachers provided no rating, 
suggesting that they had had no direct experience with oarant volunteers as 
yec. 

Responses from aides in both programs Indicate that the overwhelming 
majority instruct &mall groups regularly, with more Instruction of 
Individual children occurin^; in the Bank Street, Florida Parent and Parent 
Implemented models, as well as Option I (BS-A) and V (BS/BI-A) in the 
Expansion Program. 

Indications of the Impact of both programs were found in the lar^e 
percentage of program respondents in each group who reported increased 
Interest in individualized instruction, reaching the home, furthering their 
own education, and opting for the programs' continuance. Option II (BA/BS-A) 
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teachers were the least enthusiastic regarding these dimensions, with 
slightly more than half responding positively. Similarly, only 50% 
of the Florida Parent teachers opted for program continuance. 



SUMMARY 



Pre-post tra'^nlng data for first and second grade teachers and second 
grade aides Indicate that training was considered effective and that all 
concerned were much clearer about the specifics of the option they were 
expected to impl^iinent • Ninety-five percent of the respondents indicated 
a higher degree of enthusiasm as a result of training. 

Survey data after one year of program operation indicate that 64% of 
all classroom teachers in the program (kindergarten and first grade) 
continued t" t^xv>ress enthusiasm towards working in their particular 
instruction option, and generally rated their option au effective in 
helping pupils' personal, social and academic development • Option II 
(BA/BS-A) teachers represent a notable exception in that most tended to 
view their options' approach as ineffective. Option II (BA/BS-A), 
represents a combination of teaching strategies, and is often difficult for 
pervasive implementation. 

Across options, teachers' ratings suggest that the most effective 
academic areas are Reading (81%), Arithmetic (72%), Hatidwriting (67%), 
and Oral Expression (66%). A similar survey conducted in the original 
Follow Through Program indicates that Creative Activities (64%) probably 
receive more attention there than in the Expansion Program. Handwriting 
receives more attention in the Expansion Program. 

Principals, resource teachers, aides and parent scholars tended to 
view the Expansion Program even more positively than classroom teachers. 
This trend has also been consistently fiound in surveys of the original 
Follow Through Program. 
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Staff development was considered to be effective to somewhat 
effective by 7A% of the teachers, 86% of the aides and 90% of the parent 
scholars. Option II (RA/BS-A) resource teachers, teachers and aides tended 
to rate the staff development they received as less effective than those 
in other options* 

Classroom aides were rated effective by a large majority of principals 
resource teachers, and classroom teachers as was the case in the original 
program survey, and parent scholars were considered effective by a smaller 
majority. — In both programs parent volunteers were rated less favorably, 
with 57% of the Expansion program teachers providing no rating* The 
majority of aides avd parent scholars indicated that they regularly 
^instructed small groups. 

Indications of the impact of both the Expansion and the original 
program were found in the large percentage of respondents who reported 
increased interest in individualized intruction, reaching the home, 
furthering their own education, and opting for program continuance. 
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Table I 

Pre Program Data 

BACKGROUND CFJARACTERISTICS" 
(l8C Grade, 1975 and 2ad Grade, :?76} 
TEACHERS 



l8t GRADE 



2i^d GRADE 



Categories 


Option I 


Option IV 


Option V 


Total 


Option I 


Option II 


Option IV 


Option V 


Total 


And 














Respondents 


















Respondents 


Responses 




N-34 




K-84 


N-35 


i 




N-20 


K-9 








N 


r 


N 


X 


K 


: 


H 


.X 


N 


X 


M 


X 


M 


X 


N 


X 


N 


X 










































0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U 


A 


1 


.5 


0 


0 


X 


1 

1 


FEMALE 


44 


.100 


32 


94 




100 


82 


98 


35 


ICO 


5 


IQO 


19 


.°5 


7 




03 


QQ 


2 AGE 




































45 


Under 30 


12 


, 27' 


14 


41 


2 


33 


28 


33 


18 


51' 


2 


40 


7 • 


35 


4 


44 


31 


10- so 


28 


64 


11 


32 


3 


50 


42 


50 


14 


40 




60 


11 


55 


4 


44 


32 


46 


Over 50 


0 


0. 


0 


0 


0 


0. 


0 


0 


3 


8 


A 

V 


f\ 
u 


0 


0 


0 


0 


s 


7 


3 Highest Lev, 






































School Comp. 
































44 


40 


58 


BA 


30 


68 


25 


74 


5 


83 


60 


71 


22 


63 


2 


40 


12 


60 


4 


MA 


14 


.32 


7 


. 21 


0 


Q 


21 


25 


10 


28 


2 


40 


6 


30 


3 


33 


21 


30 


HA+ 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0. 


0 


0 


2 


6 


1 


20 


2 


10 


2 


22 


7 


10 


AAYrs. Tchlng 






































Experience^ 
































66 


SO 


72 


>FIVE 


27 


61 


21 


62 


3 


50 


51 


61 


26 


74 


4 


60 


14 


70. 


6 


>TEN 


24 


55. 


14 


41 


2 


33 


40 


46 


9 


.26. 


1 


.20 


6 


30 


3 


33 


19 


27 


42 Grades 






































Taught^ 




























10' 




11 






Kg- 


4 


19 


4 


12 


0 


0 


8 


10 


2 


16 


3 


60 


2 


1 


5 


7 


lat 


42 


95 


34 


100 


6 


•100 


82 


98 


7 


20' 


It 


80 


6 


30 


1 


11 


17 


25 


2nd 


19 


43 


20 


59 


2 


•33 


41 


49 


33 


.94 


0 


0. 


17 


85 


8 


88 


62 


90 


5 Yrs.at Glvec 






































School 














37 


• 31 






















>nvE 


25 


57 


10 


29 


2 


33 


29 


82 


4 


80 


17 


"85 


6 


66 


56 


81 


>TEN 


16 


36 


2 


4 


0 


0 


•IB 


15", 


6 


17. 


1 


20 


3 


15 


3 


33 


13 


19 



■ 1 Due no rounding, percentage oay not equal 100. Fcf brevity, the No Reeponse category vas not included. 

2 No Option II Responde;;ta. 

3.Thc>5 group haa been included in the>10 group where appropriate', this accounts for the Inflated total perccnuga. 
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Table 2 
Percentage Dlatrlbution of 
ClaBsroooi Aide Program Questionnaire Data' 



Question 


Question ( 


Dptlon I ( 
N-A9 


3ptlonli C 
N-9 


)ptlon IV 
N-29 


Option vjji 
N-9 \ 


Total 
t'ollow Through 
N-96 


1 


Sex 
Kale 
?eaale 


2 
98 


0 

100 


7 
89 


11 
77 


... 


2 


Age 

Ithider 30 
30-50 
Over 50 


5A 

22 


11 
88 
0 


21 
59 
17 


22 
66 
11 


18 
63 
18 


3 


Level of Schooling 
9th & below 
10th & 11th 
12th Grad^ 
Beyond 12th 


20 
6 
37 
35 


0 
0 
88 
11 


24 
10 
28 
38 


44 
0 
33 
22 


22 
6 
38 
32 


4 


Live In Xmnedlate Coonnunlty 
Yes 
No 


31 
69 


44 
55 


31 
69 


33 
66 


32 
68 


5 


Years as Classroom Aide 
.<5-' 
<10- 
lOf- 


44 
47 
6 


22 
77 
0 


62 
31 
7 


/7 
22 
0 


51 
43 
5 




Grades Taught 
Kindergarten. 
Ist 
2nd 

_3rd . . . 
Other 


10 
63 
75 
63 


11 

88 

88 
^88. 
IfiO ' 


1 
48 
79 
38 
72 


22 
44 
99 
44 
77 


13 
50 
80 


7 


Have vou uATlcpr) In a Follow 
Thr^vgh clsssx'oom befora^ 

Yes 

Ko 


31 
69 


11 

88 


52 
45 


22 
66 


34 
63 


8 


If Yes, In which Model or 
Optfon 
K. R. * 


69 


88 


45 


66 


63 


9 


(f/hlch Option will you be 
Working In? 


100 


88 


100 


100 








1 X X 


It i 


% X 


X X 


Z X 


10 


Clarity of Model Specifics 
t 2 3 4 5 


100 1.9 


100 2.3 


96 2.2 


88 1.9 


95 2.0 


11 


[Enthusiasm about Working In 
Model 

t 2 3 A 5 


100 1.6 


100 1.6 


96 2.0 


88 2.3 


95 1.9 


12 


rype of Classroom: 
rradltlonal Open 
12 3 4 5 


100 2.0 


100 1.7 


89 3.1 


88 2.5 


94 2.3 



* N* R* No Response 



^ Due to either no response to the question, or roundlnp,, percentages may not sdd to 100. 
2 Overlapping responses account, for the Inflated total percentage. 
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Table 3 

Percentage Distribution of ^ 
Pre'-Program Questionnaire Data 

2 

Ist Grade Teachers . 



QuastloB 
Nuaber 


Questiop 


r 

Option I 
N-44 


Option IV 
N-34 


Option V 
N-6 


Total 
Follow Through 
F*64 


1 


Sex - Female 


100 


94 


100 


98 


2 


Age - Under 30 
30-50 


27 
64 


41 
32 


33 • 
50 


33 
50 


3 


ttignesc Level ?>cnooxing da 

MA 


.* Aft 
00 

32 


21 


0 


71 
25 


4A 


3 

Tears of Teaching Experience 
(>5) 
C>10; 


61 


62 


50 


61 

•to 


4B 


Grades Taught During That 
Time 

1st 
2nd 
Other 


95 
43 

n 

y 


100 
59 

XZ 


100 
33 
u 


98 
49 

1 n 
xu 


5 


Years at Follow Through 
School 

(>5) 
(>10) 


57 
36 


29 
6 


0 


21 


6 


Data Not Available 










7 


Informed Through; 
Principal 
Personnel Flyer 


57 
23 


62 
32 


67 
0 


60 
26 


a 
O 


Informed in: 

Faculty Meeting 
Other 


55 
20 


59 
18 


50 
33 


56 
18 


9 


Reaction co xniormacion \'r) 

(-) 


20 


JO 

9 


83 
0 


44 
14 


lOA 


Faculty Voice in Decision to 
Accept Follow Through 

Yes 

No 


5 

87 


0 
82 


0 

100 


2 
87 


lOB 


Faculty Voice in Choice of 
Model 

Yes 
No 


0 

75 


12 
65 


0 
83 


5 
71 


11 


Modal To be Used 


100 


100 


100 




12 


Is This Model Preferred- Yes 

No 


9 
16 


44 
0 


DK/NR* 


23 
8 



1 Due to either no response to the questioning or rounding, percentages may not add to 100, 

2 There was No Response from Option 2 teachers • 

3 Because of missing data, it was assumed that the>5 group has been included in the > 10 
group a thus accounting for the inflated total percentage. 

* Did Not Know, or No Response 



Table 3 (cont'd) 
Pre-rro&ram Questioiuuiire Data' 

2 

let Grade Teachers 



Question 


Question 


Option I 
N«4A 


Option IV 
N-34 


Option V 
N-6 


Total 
Follow Through 
N-84 






% X 




13 


Clarity About Option 
1 2 3 4 5 


95 4.7 


94 4.2 


100;, 5.0 


95 4.5 


14 


Enthusiasm About Option 
+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


86 3.0 


59 2.7 


50 1.3 


65 2.5 


15 


Model and Teacher Training 

Relationship 

+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


45 3.8 


59 1.3 


17 2.D 


49 3.4 


16 


Learning 
+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


43 3.1 


50 2.3 


17 1.0 


44 2.6 


17 


Type of Classroom 

Traditional Open ^ 
1 2 3 4 5 


100 1.9 


82 2.0 


100 2.7 


93 2.0 


18 


Prepared For Ncv Program by: 
Reeding 
Observations 
Discussions 
Did Nothing 


5 
23 
14 

34 


18 
18 
12 

44 


33 
17 
0 
17 


12 
20 
12 
37 



1 Due CO either no response to the questioning or rounding^ percentages may not add to 11 

2 There vras Ko Response from Option 2 teachers. 



Table 3A 

Post-Training Questionnaire Data Summary 
1st Grnde Teachers 



Question 
Number 


Question 


Option I 
N*39 


Option IV 
K«»38 


Option V 


Total 

Follow Through 
K«82 


% X 


% . X 


X X 


X X 


2 


Clariwy About Option 
12 3 4 5 


87 2.5 


100 2,7 


100 2,2 


94 2.6 


3 


Enthusiasm About Option 
+ 

12 3 4 5 


97 2.7 


100 2,1 


100 1,2 


99 2,3 


4 


Model and Beliefs about 

Learning 

+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


100 2,4 


100 1.7 


100 1,4 


100 2,0 


5 

-1 


Efilectivcncss of Training 
+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


100 2,7 


100 2.7 


100 1,4 


100 2.6 



Table A 

PerccaLage Distribution of . . 
Pre*Prograa Questionnaire Data' 
2^^ Grade Teachers 



ft * . 

... 


Question 


Option I 
N"35 


Option II 
N*5 


Option IV 


Option V ] 


Total 
Pollov Through 


1 


Sex 
Kale 
Female 


0 
100 


0 

100 


1 

99 


0 

100 


1 

99 


2 


Aga 
Under 30 
30-50 
Over 50 


51 
• AO 
9 


40 
60 
0 


35 
55 
5 


44 

44 
11 


45 
7 


3 


Highest Level of Schooling 
BA 
MA. 


63 
29 
6 


40 
40 
20 


60 
30 
10 


44 
33 
22 


58 

30 
10 


4a 


Tears of Teaching Experience 
>10 


74 
26 


80 
20 


70 
30 


66 
33 


72 
27 




nT*nrtjkjt TatiffH^ DiiT'l.no ThAt 

Tlme^ 
Kindergarten 
Ist 
2nd 
Other 


6 

20 
94 
83 


0 
60 
80 
100 


10 
30 
85 
80 


11 
11 
88 
77 


7 
25 
90 
87 


5 


Years at Follow Through 
School 
>5 
>10 


83 
17 


80 
20 


85 
15 


66 
33 


81 

19 


6 


Heard About Follow Through 
197A 
1975 
1976 


31 
26 
20 


60 
20 
0 


5 
25 
20 


0 
55 
11 


23 
30 
16 


7 


Informed By: 

Principal 

Personnel Office 
• Other 


29 
7 
43 


40 
0 
60 


65 
5 
30 


22 
22 
44 


39 
16 
40 


8 


Informed By: 
Principal 
Conference 
Memo 
Other 


51 
14 
.11 
20 


80 
0 
0 

20 


70 
15 
15 
0 


44 
0 
11 

33 


58 

12 
13 
16 


9 


Reaction to Information 
DK/NR* 


54 
14 
8 


60 
40 
0 


40 
"25 
15 


33 
22 
33 


43 
19 
13 


10a 


Faculty Voice in Decision to 
Accept Follow Through 

Yes 

Ho 

DK/HR* 


11 
74 
14 


0 

80 

20 


10 
85 
5 


11 
77 
12 


10 
78 
12 



Due to either no response to the question* or rouoding, percentages may not add to 100. 
♦ DK/I^ Did Not Know, or No 'Response. 

^Overlapping responses account for the inflated total percentage. 



Table A (cont'd) 
Percentage Dlstvlbutlon of 
Pre-^Pro^ram Queatlonnalre Data' 

2^^ Grade Teachera 



n 


Question 


Option I 
N-35 


Option II 
N-5 


Option IV 
h^20 


Option V 
N-9 


Total 
Follov Through 
N-69 


lOb 


Faculty Voice In Choice of 
KodeX 

Yea 

Vo 

DK/NR* 


9 

63 
26 


0 

60 
40 


5 

70 
25 


0 
88 


6 

70 

2* 


11 


Model 


100 


100 


100 


100 




12 


la This Model Preferred 
Tea 
No 

DK/NR* 1 


35 
9 
56 


0 
0 

100 : 


30 
5 

65 1 


33 
11 

i56 


24 
6 

69 


13 


Clarity About Option 
1 2 3 4 5 


Z i 


X X 




Z 5c 


X X 


100 3.7 


100 5.0 


100 4.6 


88 4.5 


'97 4.4 


14 


Enthufilaara About Opticn 
X 2 3 4 5 


94 1.7 


100 2.6 


95 3.0 


W 3.5 


96 2.7 


15 


Model and Teacher Training 

Relatlonahlp 

+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


66 1.5 


Mo 

Response 


40 3.3 


50 3.5 


39 2.1 


16 


MCstel and fiellefa on Learning 
1 2 3 4 5 


69 1.2 


Ho 
Response 


35 2.5 


50 3.2 


38 1.7 


17 


Type of Claasroom 
Traditional Open 
1 2 3 4 5 


97 1.7 


80 2.0 


90 1.7 


lOu 3.1 


66 2.2 


18 


Prepared for Follow Through 
Sy: 

Reading 

Observations 

Diacussions 

Did Nothing 


6 
14 
37 
43 


0 
0 
20 
60 


0 
0 
40 
60 


0 
11 

33 
55 


3 
9 
36 
51 



1 Due to either no response to the queatlon, or rounding.^ percentages may not add to 100, 
* DK/NR Did Not Knov» or No Response. 
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Tabic 

Summary of Post-Training Questionnaire Data 
2— Grade Teachers 



i u 

O* rr 
ti o 


Question 


Option I 
N-34 


Option II 
N«7 


Option IV 
N-22 


Option V 
N«10 


Total 
Follow Througl 
N-73 


2 


Clarity About Option 
+ 

1 2 3 A 5 


X X 


% X 


X X 


X X 


X 5c 


100 2.0 


100 2.1 


86 2.7 


100 2.5 


97 2.4 


3 


Enthusiasm About Option 
1 2 3 4 5 


100 1.6 


100 2.1 


100 2.0 


100 2. A 


100 2.0 


4 


Model and Beliefs on Learning 
1 2 3 4 5 


100 2.0 


100 2.5 


S5 1.9 


100 1.6 


99 2.0 


5 


Effectiveness of Training 
+ 

1 2 3 4 5 


100 1.4 


100 2.1 


100 1.9 


100 1.3 


100 1.7 
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Table 5 
SURVH RESPONDENTS 1975-76 



Category 


Follow Through Expansion 


Primary Skills Piograa < 


Total Program 


Principals 


N 




% 


N 


R 


X 


N 


R 


X 


29 


25 


86 


17 


16 


94 


46 


41 


89 


Resource 
Teachers 


13 


See 

Note 

Four 


See 
. Note 
Four 


8 


See 

Note 

Four 


See 

Note 

Four 


21 


15 


71 


Classroom 
' Teachers 
rist & 2nd) 


195 


153 


78 


105 


87 


82 


300 


240 


80 


Clas&rooD 
Aides 2 
(1st & 2nd) 


195 


m 


74 


105 


76 


72 


300 


220 


73 


Parent ^ 
Scholars 
(Ist & 2nd) 


177 


121 


68 


i 


72 


77 


270 


193 





1 Number of Respondents 

2 Numbers based on one aide per teacher 

3 Fourth Cycle Parent Scholars only; the above N is based on total number of Parent Scholars listed on 
fourth cycle direct expenditure reimbursement (DER) fom, 

4 Information not available since Resource Teachers work with a cluster of schools and particular program 
was not designated on questionnaire 
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Baciiground Charieteristici^ 
Principals ' 
Survey 1975-76 




'iDue to rounding, pwcentigefl aiy not equal iOO. 



t 
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Talle T 
Backgniiind Characteristics^ 
Frogroiti Resource Teachcre^ 
Survey 1975-763 



Categories & Kespouas 


Option I 


Option II 


option IV 


Total Expansion Program 




N"U 


N-2 


H 


H5' 




N 


I 


N 




N 


: 


N 


I 


Sex 
Male 

Fenale ' 
No Response 


1 

10 
0 


9 

91 
0 


0 
2 
0 


0 

100 
0 


0 

a 

0 


0 

100 ■ 
0 


I 
U 
0 


7 • 
93 
0 


Age 

Under 30 
30-50 
Over 50 
No ResDonse 


4 
7 
0 
0 


36 
63 
0 
0 


0 
2 

0 
0 


0 

100 
0 
0 


2 
6 
0 

0 ■ 


25 
75 

.0 
0 


6 
9 
0 
0 


40 
60 
0 
0 


Highest Level of School 
Completed 

BA 

MA 

MA+ 

h Response . 


3 
5 
3 
0 


27 
45 
27. 

0 . 


0 
2 
0 
C 


0 

100 
0 
0 


3 
3 
0 
2 


38 
38 
0 

25, 


6 
6 
3 
0 


40 
40 
20 
0 


Experience , ; 
0-2- - ' 

0-S 

5-10 

Over 10 

No Response 


n 
u 

0 
5 
6 
0 


A 
U 

0 

« 
' 55 
0 


A 
U 

0 
0 
2 
0 


0 
0 
■0 
100 
0 


0 
0 
0 
5 
3 


0 
0 
0 

62 
38 


0. 
0 . 
5 

10 
0 


0 

■ 33 
66 
0 


Time As An Expansion 
Program Resource Teacher 
0-6 

6 Mos.-l Year ■ 
1 Year-2 Years 
No Response 

1 Ho mmnnon frrm nnHn» V 


0 
6 
5 
0 


0 
55 
45 
0 


0 
0 
1 
1 


0 

0 

50 

'50 


0 
0 
5 
3 


0 
0 

62 
38 . 


0 
,6 
9 
0 


0 

40 
60 
0 



2 The two resource teachers for Option II are algp resource teachers for Option IV. IVo of the Option I 
resource teachers also are Optlot IV teachers. IAs they responded to inforaation for eachoptlon, 

they are included in both columns , 

3 Due to Sounding, percentages say not equal 100, 



13 



42 



ERIC 



1 



Background Characteristics^ 
Classroom Teachers (ICladergarten and 1st Grade) 
Suney 1975-76 



CATEGORIES 

AND 


Option I 


Option II 


Option IV 


Option V 


Total Expansion Program 


H-116 


N-16 


N-91 


N-17 


N-240 




N 


I 


N 


I 


N 


I 


N 




N 


I 


Sex 






















Male 


2 


2 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


3 


1 




113 


97 


16 


100 


90 


99 


17 


100 


236 


98 


No Sesponse 


1 


1 ■ 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0\ 


0 


I 


.4 


Am* 

Mi 

Under 30 


47 


40 


• 5 


31 


32 


35 


7 


41 


i 
f 

91 


38 


JU-JU 


56 


48 


a 


50 


48 


53 


8 


47 


120 


50 


wVGJt J\J 


10 


9 ■ 


3 


19 


10 


11 


2 


12 


25 


10 


No Response 


3 


3 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


4 


2 


Bl2hest Level of School 




































1 








BA 


74 


64 


12 


75 


53 


58 


10 


59 


149 


62 


MA 


34 


29 


4 


25 


24 


26 


5 


29 


67 

V » 


28 


m 


8 


7 


0 


0 


13 


15 


2 


12 


23 


Q 


No Response 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1, 


0 


0 


1 




Years of Teaching Experience 






















0 


0 


0 


0 


V 


1 


1 

i 


1 


6 


2 

L 


1 
1 


Less 2 


12 


10 


3 


19 ■ 






J 


18 


25 


10 


2-5 


56 


48. 


6 


37 


25 


27 


4 


23 


91 


38 


6-10 


21 


18 


1 


6 


26 


29 


3 


18 


51 


21 ■ 


Over 10 


27 


23 


6 


37 


32 


35 


6 


35 


71 


30 


No Response 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Years Taught at Particular 






















School 






















0 


5 


4 


0 


0 


3 


3. 


1 


6. 


9 


4 . 


Less 2 


37 


32 


4 


25 ■ 


28 


31 


3 


18 


72 


30 


2-5 


26 


22 


5 


31 


25 


27 


6 


35 


62 


26 


.6-10 


27 


24 


3 


19 


22 


24 


6 


35 


58 


24 


Over 10 


21 


18 


4 


25 


13 


14 


1 


6 


39 


16 


No ResBonse 


0 


0. 


0 


0, 


0 


• 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 



^ Dae to rounding, percentages nay not always add to 100. ' 



Background Characterisdes^ 
ClaasrooD Aides 
Suney (lat and 2nd Grades, 1975-76) 



CATEGORIES , 
AND 


Option I 


Option II 


Option IV 


Option V 


Total Expansion Program 






















1IESP3I5SES 


N«103 


N-17 


N-82 , 


N 


«18 


N«220 




N 


I 


N 


: 


N 


J 


N 


X 


N 


\ 
























Sex 






















Hale 


2 


2 


0 


0 


2 


2 


1 


6 


5 


k 


Female 


101 


98 


17 


100 


80 


98 


17 


94 


215 


98 


No Response 


0 


.0 


0 


0 


0 


■ 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Ase 


















58 


26 


Under 30 


33 


32 


5 


29 


15 


18 


5. 


28 


30-50 


63 


61 


6 


35 


58 


71 


11 


61 


138 


63 


Over 50 


s 




5 


29 


9 


11 


2 


11 


21 


10 


Ko Response 




9 


1 




0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


1 


Highest level 'of School 






















Completed 










0 






0 


1 




Elementarv 


0 


0 


1 


6 


' 0 


0 


.4 


Ninth 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0- 


0 


D 


Tenth 


2 


2 


0 


0 


1 


1 


1 


6 


. 4 


2 


Eleventh y 


8 


8 


3 


17 


4 


5 


4 


22 


■ 19 


■9 


Twelfth 


63 


61 


10 


58' 


59 


72 


7. 


39, 


139 


63 


Beyond 12 


29 


28 


3 


17 


18 


22 


5 


28 


55 


25 


No Response 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


6 


2 


.9 


Live in School Conounlt? 






















Yea 


70 


68 


12 


70 


54 


66 


9 


50 


145 


66 


No 


31 


.30 


4 


23 


28 


34 


9 


50 


72 


33 


No Response ' 


2 


2 


1 


6 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


1 


Years Experience As Aide 






















0-2 


31 


30. 


2 


12 


41 


50 


5 


28 


79 


36 


>5 


13 


13 


7 


41 


10 


12 


3 


17 


33 


15 


6-7 


21 


20 


2 


12 


12 


IS 


5 


28 


40 


18 


8-10 


23 


22 


1 


6 


4. 


5 


1 


• 6 


29 


13 


over, 10 


6 


6 


k 


23 


10 


12 


3 


17 


23 


10 


No Response 


9 


9 


1 


6 


5 


6 


1 


6 


16 


7 



1 Due to roandlrg, perciintagea My not alwaya add to 100, 



TaUe 10 

Baclcground Characteclscics^ 
4th Cycle Parent Scholars (lat and 2nd Orade) 
Survey 1975-76 





Option I 


Option n 


Optl 


on IV 


option V 


Total Expansion Program 


Ml) 
























N« 


96 


N-16 


N-66 


R-15 


m 


3 ' 




N 


I 


N 


X 


N 


I 


N 


It 


N 


I 


Sex 






















Male 


2 


2 


D 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


3 


1 


Female 


93 


97 


14 


87 ' 


64 


96 


14 


93 


185 


96 


No Response 


1 


1 


2 


13 


1 


• 2 


1 


7 


5 


w 


Under 30 


60 


62 


■8 


50 


25 


38 


7 


46 


100 


52 


30-50 


% 


35 


8 


50 


36 


54 


7 


46 


85 


44 


Over 50 


1 


I 


0 


0 


2 


3 


0 


0 


3 


1 


No Response 


a 


•0 


0 


0 


3 


5. 


1 


7 


5 


3 


Highest level of School 






















Completed 














1 








Elei&entary 


7 


7 


1 


fi 


1 


2 


5 


33 


■ 14 


7 




6 


6 ■ 


1 


6 


2 


3 


0 


0 


9 


5 


10 




4 


2 


12 


3 


5 


2 


13 


11 


6 


11 


14 


15 


3 


19 


10 


15 


3 


20 


30 


' 16 


12 


'43 


45 


7 


44 


38 


57 


5 


33 


93 


48 


12 + 1 


13 


14 


0 


0 


5 


7 


0 


0 


18 


9 


12 + 2 


8 


8 


0 


0 


7 


11 


0 


0 


15 


8 


No Response 


1 


1 


2 


12 


0 


0 


0 


0. 


3 


1 


Live In Innedlate Cotmunlty 






















Tea 


91 


95 


14 


37 


66 


100. 


13 


87 


184 


95 


No 


5 


5 


2 


13 


0 


0 


2 


13 


9 


5 


No Response 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Li. 


0 


0 



If.) 



I ^Due to rounaing, percentages nay not alvaya add to 100, 



ERIC 



Table 11 

Effectivenftss Ratings ("1" and "2") 
On Fiograo Dlnenaloos 



Principals 


Option 1 
• N-22 


Option 2 
N>2 


Option 4 
N-13 


Option 5 
N-4 


N 


: 


N 


I 


11 


: 


N 




Option is closely related to 
teacher tralnlnR backeround 


12 


54 




50 


5 


39 




25 


Role In option Is closely related 
to adffllnisttitive experience 


19 


BT 




50' 


11 


85 




50 


Option Ideals are closely related to 
education and training eyperio^irM 


16 


74 




100 


A 

u 


MO 




cn 

jU 


Option is related to belief about 
how children learn 


18 


82 




100 

ivv 


10 


77 




1 AA 
100 


vptivju 16 wiective tor Mlplng t 
child think for himself 


16 


74 




AW 


10 


77 






vpuon is enec.iiVB lor iieipiDS fl 
child relate his m group 


16 


74 




100 


11 








upcion IS eiiective lor nelping a 
child view school as a positive 
" experience \ 


20 


91. 




100 


11 


85 




100 


Preschool experience is important 
for success in option 


19 


.87. 




100 


9 


69 




100 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Keadlns 


19 


87 




100 


10 


77 




100 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Arithnetlc 


20 


91.. 




100 


8 


62 






>- Option provides an effective 
approach to Social Stu/ilM 


14 


64 




50 


9 


69 




50 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Science 


10 


46 




50 


i 


39 


-^ 


50 


. Option provides an effective approadi 
to HandwrltlnR Skills 


W 


87 




ICO 


8 


62 




, 50 



TaMe U Ccoiit'dJ 

Bff'ctlvenesa Rstlngs ("1" and "2') 
On Program Diaenalons 



Prlnclpala 


Option 1 
N-22 


Opdop 2 
N"2 


Option 4 


Option 5 
N-4 


K 


I 


N 


X 


N 


I 


N 


Z 


Optica provides an effective 
approach to Krittea Expression 


12 


54 


2 


100 


8 


62 


2 


50 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Oral Expression 


16 


74 


2 


100' 


11 , 


85 


3 


75 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Creative Activities 


U 


64 


1 


50 


.iL. 


77 . 


4 


100 


Option has clarified ideas of vhat 
education should do for child 


10 


46 


1 


SO 


9 


S9 


2 


50 


Option has Increased interest: in 
individualized Instruction 


16 


74 


' 1 


50 


8 


62 


2 


50 


Option has Increased interest In 
reaching the hone 




59 


n 


u 




77 


2 

• 


50 


Option has increased interest in 
teacher development 




68 


2 


100 


10 


77 


1 


25 


Effectiveness of full time aide 


21 


95 


2 


100 


12 


92 


4 


100 


Effectiveness of Parent Volunteers 

No hsmM 


12 


54 
18 


1 

0 


50 
0 


5 
5 


39' 
39 


1 
1 


25 
25 


EffectlveDess of Farent Scholars 


19' 


87 


1 


50 


10 


77 


2 


50 


Follov Through had a positive effect 
on Achievement 


16 


74 


1 


50 


10 


77 


1 


fit 

25 


. Follw Through had a positive effect 
, on Farent pitticipation 


17 


]? 


2 


100 


9 


69 


n 


50 


. Follov Through had a positive effect 
on Staff Developnent 


18 


.82 


2 


100 


12 


92 


3 


7S 


Follov Through had a positive i>i'fect 
on Mdtivation of lutructional 
Personnel 


18 


82 


2 


100 


10 


77 


2 


50 



Tible 12 

5ffecWven<.J3 Ratings ("1" and "2") 
On Progran DlnetiiBlons 



1 


Option 1 


OptloQ 2 


Option 4 


Option 5 


Question | 

\ 

T8ACUU Kesponse 


N-116 ' 


H6 


N-91 


N-17 
















% 




H 


X 




I 


K 


I 


N 


Years taught at particular school? 


















U/ >^ 


t A 

42 


36 




A P 

25 


31 


34 


/ 

4 


24 


13) 2-5 


26 


22 


5 


31 


25 


11 


6 


35 


[y 5-iO 


27 


23 


I 


19 


22 




6 


35 




21 


18 




25 


13 




1 




Hov often do you receive staff 


















' developaent? 












36 


2 


12 


(1) Once a veek 


26 


22. 


\ 


25 


3'3 


(2) Every other week 


14 


12 




12 


8 


9 


1, 


6 


(3) Once a month 


28 


24 




56 


11 


12 


13 


76 


(4) Other 


40 


34 




0 


30 


33 


0 


0 


Effectiveness of etaff development 
















41 


' Very effective 


J7 






12 


40 


44 




Sonevhat Effective 


51 


^4 




31 


27 


30 


5 


29 


. Not at all Effective 


17 

If 


14 




50 


11 ' 


IJ 


1 


6 


' Effectiveness of full tloe aide 


95 


82 


11 


69 


78 


86 


11 


65 


Effectiveness of Parent Volunteers 


30 


26 




31 


28 


31 


2 


12 


Ko Response 


67 

VI 


JO 




50 


49 


54 


12 


70. 


. Effectiveness of Parent Scholars 


85 


74 


9 


56. 


55 


60 


8 


47 


Clear about option apeciflca 


87 


75 




25 


58 


64. 


9 


53. 


Enthus Stic about working In option 


76 






31 


63 

¥1/ 


69 


ii 


65 


Option related to belief about how 


















children learn 


72 


62 




25 


71 


78 


10 


59 


Effectiveness of option for helping 














10 


59 


a child think for hliself 


61 


53 




44 


64 


70 






( 












59 


a child relate to a^e group 


67 


^58 




44 


69 


76 


10 


Effectiveness of option for helping 


















a child view school as a positive 


















experience 


85 


74. 


8 


50 


71 


78 


12 


70 



mt 12 fcont'd) 
Effectiveness Ratings ("1" and "2") 
On ?(«gcaffl Dinenslons 



()uestloa 


Option 1 
11-116 


Option 2 
N-i6 


Option 4 
R-91 


Option 5 
N-17 


Teacher Response 


J 


1-. 


J 




J 


I 


J 


I . 


Effective option approach to Reading 


96 


83 " 


8 


50.' 


77 


85 


15 


76 


Effective option approach to 


89 


77 , 


7 


44'. 


68 


1\ 


8 


47. 


Effective option approach to Social 
Studies 


45 


39 


7 


44 


59 


65 . 


11 


65 


Effective option apprcich to Science 


32 


26 


6 


37 


51 


56. 


e 

0 




Effection option approach to 
Handwrltinf; 


83 


72, ■ 


8 


50.. 


56 . 


61. ■ 


10 


59. 


Effective option approach to Written 
Expression 


_J 


35 


_6 


37. 


J2 


57. 


5. . 


29 


Effective option approach to Oral 
Expression 


66 


57 


9 


56 


69 


76 


13 


76. 


Effective option approach to Creatlw 
Activities , 


48 


_7 


44. 


J6 


62 


_9 


53 


Option has clarified ideas of what 
education should do for the child 


65 


56 


8 


50 


60 


66 


12 


70. 


Option has increased interest'in 
indivlduaH»ed Instruction 


94 


81 


10 . 


62 


76 84 


14 


82 


Option has increased interest in 
reactiinj; hone 


73 


63 


9 


56 


64 


70 


1? 


76. 


Preschool e5.7Briencs la important 
for success in option 


98 8i 


12 


75 


81 89 


11 


65 


Vould like to SM ExpantlOA Fcogran 

continued 


_J7 


,75. 


1 9 


JL 


77 


85. . 


__15 88__ 



mt 13 ■ 

Effectiveness Ratings ("1" aad "2") 
On Program Dimensions 





Option 1 
H-103 


OptiO|) I 
W 


Option 4 
11^82 


Option 5 
K-IS 




I 


N 


I 


N 




N 


■ : 


Hov often do you receive staff 
development? 

once a week 
. every -other week 

once a noacn 

other 


24 
25 
31 
18 


23 
24 
30 
17 


• 1 
5 
4 
5 


6 
29 
23 

29 . 


41 
10 
7 

20 


SO 
12 
8 

24 


5 

2 
1 

9 


28 

a 

6 

50 


Effectiveness of staff development 
effective 
sonievhac 
not at all 


61 
35 

2 


60 

34 " 


3 

8 , 
1. 


18 
47 
6 


— 

46 
21 
10 


56. 
26 
12 


10 • 
6 
0 


55 
33 
0 


Clear about specifics on option 


94 


91 


7 


41 


. 64 


78 


n 


72 


. Enthusiastic about vorklng in option 


85 


82 


12 


70 


72 


88 


15 . 


38 


Option is effective for helping 4 
child think for himself 


85 


82 


13 


76 . 


73 


89 ' 


14 




Option 18 eiiectlve for helping a 
child learn to relate to his age 
Rroup 


83 


80 


9 


53 , 


68 


83 


15 


83 


Option is effective for helping a- 
chlld vlev dchool as a positive 
experience 


78 


76 


11 


65 . 


69 


84 


12 


67 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Readlni; 


87 


84 


13 


76 


73 


89 


14 


78 


Option provides an effective 
. approach to Arlthnetic 


88 


85 


13 


76 


64 


78 


15 


83. 


' Option provides an effective 
approach to Social Studies 


50 


U8 


6 


35 


56 


68 


8 


45 • 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Science 


47 


46 


T 


41 


46 


56 


8 


44 \ 



Table 13 fcont'dj 
Effectiveness Ratings ("1" and "2") 
onProgran Dlnenslons 



Aides 


Option i 
N-103 


Option 2 
II-17 


Option 4 

'HI 


Option 5 
N-lli 


N 


I 


H 


I 


K 


I 


N 


I 


Option provides an effective 
approach to HandwritlnE Skills ' 


?9 


77 


12 


70 


65 


79 


14 


78 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Vritten Expression 


58 


56 


11 


65 


48 


58 


13 


72 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Oral Expression 


'72 


70,. 


13 


?6 


66 


80 


13 


72 


Option provides an effective 
approach to Creative Activities 


71 


69 


12 


70 


62 


76 


14 ; 


,78 


Option has clarified ideas of vhat 
education should do for the child 


93 


90 


14 


82 ■ 


79 


96 


17 


94 


Option his Increased Interest in 
school 


93 


90 


15 ' 


88 


78 


95 


17 


94 ■ 


vpblOu nas luCr6a86u laCeZefiC lu 

reaching the home 


78 


76 


10 


59 


72 


88 . 


16 


89 


Instruct whole class 
. never * 

UCCaBlOuaiiy 

reRularly 


17 
70 
fi 


16 

60 , 
fi 


2 

13 

0 


12 
76 
0 


6 

68 
6 


7 

8.1 ■ 
7 


6 

10 
1 


33 
55 

6 


Instruct snail groups 
never 

OCCaSlOuaiiy 

regularly 


3 
2 

98 


3 
2 

95 


0 
0 

17 


0 
0 
100 


0 
5. 
77 


0. 
6 

94 


0 
2 

16 


0 

11 

89 


Instruct individual children 
never 

occasionally 
regularly 


3 

37 
52 


3 

36 

SO. 


2 

10 
5 


12 


1 

19 
62 


1 

23 

76, 


1 

4 

13 


6' 
22 

72 ■ 


Would like to see Expansion Program 
continued 


98 


95 


15 


.88. 




78 


9!) 


16 


89 


' Interest in further education for 
self 


86 


,83 


13 


76 


62 


76 




83 



3£fectiteae88 Ratings ("1" asd "2") 
Oh Program DinenslonB 





Option 1 


Option 2 


Option 4 


Option 5 


Parent Scholar 


N-96 


H-16 


N-66 


11-15 




N 


X 


N 


I 




X 


N 


t 


' How of teD do you receive mdil 
training in classroott Inflttwcfiou? 
Once a week 
Every other mln 
Once a month 
ucner 


27 
24 
12 
29 


28 
25 
12 
30 


3 
6 
6 
0 


19 
37 

i/ 
0 


22 
1? 
2 

23 


35 
23 
3 

35 


4 
0 
0 
9 


27 
0 
0 

60 


Uov effective is th« training 
received 

Effective 

Somewhat 

Not at all 


78 

14 

2 


81 
14 

L 


12 

1 
1 


75 
6 

L 
C 


46 
12 

i 


70 
18 

•J 

,1, 


\\ 

1 

n 


73 
6 

n 
U 


Clear about the specifics of the 
option 


80 


83 


14 


87 


54 


82 


11 


73 


' Enthusiastic about working in 
option 


86 


89 


14 


8i' 


59 


89 


11 


73 


Option Is effe'ctlve for helping a 
child think for himself 


69 


72 


10 


62 


53 


80 


11 


73 


Option is effective for helping a 
child relate to his age group 


71 


74 


12 




52 


79 




7:5 


Option Is effective for helping 
a child view school aa a positive 
experience 


67 


70 


10 


62 


50 


76 


12 


80 


• Option provides as effective 
approach to Seadlns 


68 


71 


13 


8i, 


52 


79 


9 


60 


Option provides as effective approach 
to Arlthnetlc 


67 


70 


12 


75 


52 


79 


8 


53 


Option provides an effective approaci 
to Social Studies 


41 


43 


7 


44 


29 • 


44 


7 


47 



Talle lit (mVi) ^ 
Effectiveness Ratings CT' and "2") 

On Program Dlnenslon 



ERIC 



Parent Scholar 


t)l)clon 1 
N-96 


Option 2 
N-16 


Option 4 
H6 


Option 5 
H-15 




N 


X 


H 


I 


1 

N 


I 


N 


I 


i/DlXwU UiwVlUW **U wA*ww**»>« , 

approach to Science ^ 


39 


41. 


6 


37 


30 


45 


8 


53 


approach to Haiiiwrltlnj^ Skills 


76 


79 


13 


81 


43 


65 


10 


67 


nn^'lnn nrovldfis an effective 
approach to Written Expression 


51 


53 


8 


50 


32 


48 


5 


33 


/VHAn nrnviHpft an fiffectlve 

approach to Oral Expression 


55 


57 


il 


69 


48 


73 


10 


67 


An^^on nrnvldftfi atl fiffGCtlve 

approach to Creative Activities 


57 


59 




81 


50 


76 


10 




Option has clarified Ideas of what 
education should do for child 


88 


92 


15 


94 


61 


92.. 




1 94„ 


Option has Increased Interest In 
school 


RQ 


7 J 


IS 


' 94 






15 


100 


Option has Increased Interest In 
> reachlnfi the home 


83 


36 


15 


94 


54 


82 , 


14 


94 


Instruct whole class 
never 

occasionally 


47 
. 29 


49 

30 

L 

t 


4 

11 
1 


25 
69 
6 


30 
24 
8 


45 
36 
12 


.11 
3 
0 


73 
20 
0 


ropularly 

• Instruct small groups 
never , • 
occasionally > 


1 

12 
81 


1 

, 12 
84 


1 

0 

13 


6 
0 

81 


1 

12 
53 


1 

18 
80 


0 , 
10 
0 


0 
67 
0 


rej^ularly — ^ 

Instruct individual children 
never 

occasionally 
regularly 


10 
40 
36 


, 10 
'42 
37 


3 , 

6 

7 


19 
37 
44 


2 

23 
37 


3 

35 
56 


1 
6 
7 


6 

41 
47 


; Would like Expansion Program 
continued 


91 


95 


15 


94 


64' 


97 

-\ — 


13 


87 


Are interested in further education 
for self, as a result of Expansion' 
Program 


81 


84 


16 


100 


' 52 


79 


12 


80 



65 



APPENDIX B 
Survey Tables 



^^^^^ (TITLE I EXPANSION/PRIMARY SKILLS) 

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE MAY, 1976 ^' 



X . Sex Male 

Female 
No Response 
2. Age Under 35 

35-50 

/ Over 50 

No Response 




4. Years of e'j;pei ieure as a principal" 

1-5 

11-15 
16-20 

No Response 




O 1 

gPJ(^ >'fc to rounding, percentages may not always add to 100, 



5. Years of teaching experience: 

1-5 

6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
Over 20 
No Response 



N 
1 



11 



14 



27 



34 



20 



15 



Please answer the f ollovd.ng questions on a scale from 1-5 where 1 indicates a 
positive response and 5 a negative one. 



Closely 
Related 

12 3 

N % N % N Z 



Not at all 

Related 
4 5 

N Z N 2 



How closely related is 

the instructional option to 

your teacher training background? 



5 12 14 34 9 22 8 20 5 12 



How closely related is your role 
in the instructional option to your 
administrative experience? 



7 17 25 61 6 15 



How closely related are the instructional 
option Ideals to your education and 
training experience? 



13 32 13 32 12 29 



How closely is the instructional option 
related to your belief about how 
children learn? 



15 37 16 39 7 17 



0 0 



10. How effective is your instructional option for helping a child think for 
•himself? 



1 

N % 
8 19 



VERY EFFECTIVE 
2 



N 
20 



Z 

49 



3 

N % 
11 27 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



4 

N % 
0 0 



5 

N % 
1 2 



No Response 
N % 
1 2 



ERIC 



IB 



08 



11. How cnfective is your instructional option for helping a child Icnrn to 
J5'A>L!;/.'. i.M.Jiyi J.*,'.? group? 

NOT AT ALL 

VKRY EFPECTIVB EFFECTIVE 



12. 



No Response 



N 
10 



% 

23 



N 

24 



% 

57 



N 

6 



X 

15 



N 
2 



% 
5 



N 
0 



% 
0 



N 
0 



% 
0 



How Effective is your instructional option for helping a child view sch ool 
a s a posi t ijve_exper ience? 

NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



VERY EFFECTIVE 
N % 



15 ---36 



2 

N % 
22 54 



N % 
2 5 



N 
1 



5 

N % 
i 2 



No Response 

N % 
0 0 



13. 



In general, how important do you think the pre-school experience is for 
success; in the instructional option? 



VERY IMP(iRTANT 



NOT AT ALL 
IMPORTANT 



1 

N 1 
22 54 



2 

N % 
12 29 



3 

N ■ % 
3 7 



N 
3 



% 
7 



How well does the instructional option 
provide an effective approach to the 
following academic areas? 



VERY WELL 



N 
0 



% 
0 



No Response 

N % 
1 2 



POORLY 



5 No Response 







N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


14. 


Reading 


18 


44 


17 


41 


. 3 


12 


0 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


15. 


Ar ithmet ic 


15 


"^7 


18 


44 ■ 


7 


17 


0 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


16. 


Social Studies 


7 


17 


19 


46 


9 


22 


2 


5 


1 


2 


3 


7 


17. 


Science 


6 


15 


12 


29 


15 


37 


3 


7 


1 


2 


4 


10 


- o 


Handwriting Skills 


13 


32 


16 


39 


9 


22 


2 


5 


1 


2 


0 


0 


19. 


Written Expression 


10 


24 


14 


34 


12 


29 


0 


0 




5 


3 


7 


20. 


Oral Expression 


10 


24 


22 


54 


4 


10 


1 


2 


3 


7 


1 


2 


21. 


Creative Activities 


9 


22 


20 


49 


7 


17 


1 


2 


2 


5 


9 

4. 


5 



IC 

o . 69 



How important has the instructional option been in: 

VERY IMPORTANT 



22. Clarifying your ideas of what 
education should do for the child. 

23. Increasing your interest in 
individualized instruction 

24. Increasing your Interest in 
the home. 

25. Increasing your interest in 
teacher development. 



NOT AT ALL 
IMPORTANT 



1 2 3 4 5 

N N X :N % N.. Z N X 

5 12 18 44 13 32 3 7 2 5 

9 22 18 44 10 24 1 2 3 7 

13 32 12 29 11 27 3 7 2 5 

13 32 15 37 7 17 3 7 2 5 



No Respczse 
S Z 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
1 2 



Please Indicate on the chart below the kinds of classroom help available to classes 
in your instructional option and how effective you think they are: 



Type of Classroom Help : 

26. full time aide 

27. parent volunteers 

28. parent scholars 
Please comment: 



VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

Circle If Used 1 ? 3 _ 

In Classroom N% N% N% N% n'% 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 
A 5 



1 
2 
3 



33 80 6 15 2 5 0 0 « 0 

15 36 5 12 6 15 2 5 4 10 
19 46 14 34 5 12 3 7 0 0 



No Respoi^e 
N X 

0 0 
9 22 
0 0 



29. 



ERIC 



What effec:. in general, has f.T. had at your school in the following areas' 



VERY PColTIVE VERY NEGATIVE 

EFFECT EFFECT 







N 


1 


2 




3 




4 




5 


No 


Resporsi 








N % 


N 


Z 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


1. 


Achievement 


11 


27 


17 41 


11 


27 


2 


5 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 . 


Parent Participation 


14 


34 


17 41 


6 


15 


3 


7 


1 


2 


c 


0 


3. 


Staff Development 


13 


32 


21 51 


6 


15 


0 


0 


1 


2 


0 ' 


0 



Mo':lvation of 

Instructional Personnel ^ ^2 23 56 7 17 0 0 2 5 0 0 

ID 
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Table 2 



RESOURCE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE, MAY 1976^ 



1. Se4 ^ Male 1 7 

Female 14 ^ 93 

No Response 0 0 

2. Age Under 30 5 33 

30 - 50 10 67 

Over 50 . 0 0 

No Response 0 0 

3. What is the highest level of school you completed? 

■ BA 5 33 

.MA 6 40 

MA+ 4 . 27 

4. How many years of teaching experience do you have? 

(a) Years 

0 0_ 0 

Less than 2 0 0 

2-5 1_ 0 

5-10 ^ 53 

More than 10 7 47 

No Response ^ ^ 

(b) Grades taught during this time. 

N . % N % 

Kg. 7 47 4th 6 40 

1st 6 40 5th 4 27 

2nd 9 60 6th 4 27 

3rd 8 53 7th 1 7 

Other 2 14 8th 1 7 



5. How long have you been working as a resource teacher in the expansion program? 

0-6 months 0 0 

6 months - 1 year 9 60 

1 year - 2 years 6 40 



1 2A 
Q "^je to rounding, percentages may not always add to 100. 

ERIC ' i 



6. How often do /<:*j receive staff development? (Circle ^ne number for each option) 





Opr.ionI,N=ll 


Option 


II, N"! 


OptionlV,N-8 




N 


% 


N 


■ % 


N 


Z 


Oace a week 1 


10 


91 


1 


50 


6 


75 


Every other week 2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Once a t&onth 3 


1 


9 


0 


0. 


0 


0 


Other 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


^o Response 


0 


0 


1 


50 


2 


25 


7. In your opinion. 


how effective is 


the staff development you receive? 






OpcionI,N=ll 


Option 


II,N=2 


Option 


IV,N=8 




. N 


Z 


N 


% 


N 


z 




1 8 


73 


0 


0 


A. • 


50 


Somewhat tiffectlve 


2 3 


27 


0 


0 


3 


37 


Not at all effective 


3 0 


0 


1 


50 


1 


13 


No Response 


.. 0 


0 


1 


,50 


0 


0 



8. Please indicate the effectiveness of the various types of help available 
to classroom teachers. 



VERY 
EFFECTIVE 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



No Response 





N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


Z 


Full time aides 


15 


100 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Parent volunteers 


4 


27 


2 


13 


1 


7 


0 


0 


0 


0 


8 


53 


Parent scholars 


7 


47 


3 


20 


4 


27 


1 


7 


0 


0 


0 


0 


9. At this point 


in time 


, how 


clear are 


you 


about 


the specifics 


of each of 







the instructional options you work with? 



VKRY 
CLEAR 



ODul.m 1 



Option_2_ 
Option 4 



TOTALLY 
UNCLEAR 



No Response 



N 


Z 


M 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


3 


28 


2 


.■'.8 


6 


54 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


SO 


1 


25 


1 


25 


-•o~"- 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




2B 



72 



Kesource Teacher. 



10. Ac this point in time, how enthusiastic are you about working in each of 
the instructional options? 



VERY 
ENTHUSIASTIC 



NOT AT ALL 
ENTHUSIASTIC 



No Response 



Option 1^ 

Option 2 
Option ^ 



N 


% 


N 


ov 


N 


2 < 


N 


Z 


N 


z 


N 


z 


4 


36 


5 


45 


2 


18 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 


1 


/ 

50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


25 


2 


50 


1 


25 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 



11. How closely Is each of the Instructional options related to your belief 
about how children learn? 



Option 
Option 
Option 



CLOSELY 
RELATED 

1 

N Z 

3 28 

1 50 

3 72 



NOT AT ALL 
RELATED 



2 

N % 

6 54 

0 0 

1 25 



3 

N % 
2 18 
1 50 
0 0 



N 
0 
0 
0 



0 
0 
0 



N 
0 
0 
0 



No Response 

Z H Z 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
Q,. 0 D 



12. How effective Is each of the Instructional options for helping a child 
think for himself? 



Option 1_ 

Option __2_ 
Option 4 



VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

1 

N Z 

3 28 
1 50 
3 75 



2 

N % 

2 18 
0 0 
0 0 



N 

4 
0 
1 



% 
36 

0 
25 



N 
0 
0 
0 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



% 
0 
0 
0 



N 
0 
0 
0 



No Response 
% N % 

0 0 0 

0 1 50 

0 '• 0 



ERIC 
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13. How effective is each of the instructional options for helping a child 
learn to relate to his age group? 



VERY 
EFFECTIVE 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



^ 45 No Response 

NX NZN Z NZ 

Option 1 2 18 A 36 4 36 0000 1-9 



N 




N 


z 


2 


18 


4 


36 


1 


50 


' 0 


0 


3 


75 


0 


0 



Option 2 1 50 0 0 00 0000 1 50 

Option 4 3 75 0 0 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

14. Hew effective is each of the instructionrr options for helping a child 
view school as a positive experience? 

•Xll^ NOT AT ALL 

EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE 

^22 4 5 No Response 

NZ NZ NZNZ. NZ 

Option 1 •' 36 3 28 3 28 0 0 0 0 1 9 

Optica ^ • 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 50 

Option ^ '5 00 1 25 0000 00 



How well does eac^i of tht. v structional options provide an effective aopxoaoh 
to the following ir.cc<l:^. ■.: ireas? 

\iRY_TOLL POORLY 

2 3 4 5 No Response 



15. 



16. 



Readi-.-i. 
Optlor 




N 




N 




N 


X 


N 


z 


N 


% 


N 


7. 


1 


7 


64 


2 






0 


i 


y 


0 


0 


1 


9 


Option _ 


2 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0. 


0 


0 


1 


50 


Option 


4 


6 


75 




25 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Arithmetic 
Option 


1 


7 


64 


2 


18 


1 


9 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


9 


Option 


2 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 


Option 


4 


4 


5"' 


4 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 



17. Social Studies 

Option 1 0 

Option 2 1 

Option _f 4 



r 


2 


18 


4 


36 


2 


18 


2 


IR 


1 


9 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 


50 


A 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


■.) 


0 


0 



2D 



7 4 
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Re*source Teacher 



How well does each of the instructional options provide an effective approach 
to the following ac.adetaic areas? 



VERY WELL 



POORLY 







1 






2 




3 




4 




5 


No Respc 




— - ■ 


N 


Z 




• 

Z 


N 


Z 


N 


Z 


N 


z 


N 


% 


lo. 


Science 
Option 


0 


0 


1 


9 


4 


36 


3 


28 


2 


18 




q 




Option _ 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 




Option _H 


4 


sr 


4 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




nancLwr X i.xn!r 
Skills? 




























Optioti 1 


6 


54 


3 


28 


1 


9 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


9 




Option ^^2_ 


f'. 
\S 


0 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 




Ope ion 




37 


4 


50 


1 


13 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


20. 


Written 
Expression 




























Option _ i 


1 


9 


2 


18 


4 


36 


2 


18 


1 


9 


1 


9 




Option 


0 


0 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 






3 


37 


3 


37 


1 


13 


1 


13 


0 


0 


p 


0 



51, 



Ola I 
E:vv vession 



c,>cion 1 


1 


9 


5 


45 


2 


18 


0 


0 


2 


18 


1 


9 


Option 2 


0 


0 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 


Option 4 


5 


63 


3 


37 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


22- Crs..^tive 

Activities 

Option 1 


1 


9 


2 


18 


3 


28 


2 


18 


2 


18 


1 


9 


C;)i.ion ^ 


0 


0 


1 


50 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


50 


Oijtion ^ 


6 


75 


2 


25 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 



'dart, working in the expaasion program: 



23. Clarified your ideas of what education 
should do for the ci.-lld? 



YES 
1 

N % 
15 71 



NO 

7 



N 
6 



% 
28 



No Response 



N 



ERIC 



2'\. Increased your interest in individualized 

Instruction? 19 90 

25. Increased your interest in reaching 

the home? 20 95 



2E 



75 



Resource Teacher 

r 

26. In general, how important do you think the pre-school experience is for 
success in the expansion program? 

VERY NOT AT ALL 

- IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 

1 2 3 4 5 No Response 







N 


2 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


Z 


N 


Z 


Option 


1 


8 


73 


2 


18 


0 


•0 


1 


9 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Option 


2 


2 


100 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Option 


3 


6 


75 


0 


0 


0 


0 . 


1 


12 


0 


0 


1 


12 



27. Would you like to see the expansion program continued? 



YES 


1 


N 

15 


% 

100 


NO 


2 


0 


0 


Don' c Know 


9 


0 


0 


No Response 




0 


0 



28. Please specify the reasons for your response to Question 27. 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


N 


5 


9 


6 


10 


1 


% 


33 


60 


40 


67 


7 



Code Reasons for Program Continuance/Discontinuance 

1 Benefits children; good program, model, method; 
motivates children 

2 Good curriculum; individualized instruction; teaches 
children to think for themselves: encourages respon- 
sibility 

3 Extra services and programs for cnildren; more per- 
sonuel, materials, «tipplies in classroom;, smaller 
class size 

4 Benefits parents, home, community 

.5 Benefits teachers (Applies to Teachers V Questionnaire 
only) Benefits aides; provides employment for aides 
(Applies to Aides* Questionnaire only) 



2F 
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TabiiB 3 - (TITLE I EXPANSION/PRIMARY SKILLS) 

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE KAY. 1976 ''' 



Grade 



N X 

1. Sex Male ' 3 ' 1 

Female 236 98 



No Response ^ 



2. Age Under 30 91 38 



30 - 50 120 50 

Over 50 25 , 10 



No Response ^ 



3. What Is the highest level of school you completed? 

BA 149 62 

MA 67 28 



MA + 23 .9 



No Response 1 .4 



4. How many years of teaching experience do yoy have? 

(a) Years 

0 _2 1 

Less than 2 _2J 1 0 _ 

2-5 _91 38 

i-10 51 21 



More than 10 71 30 
No Response 0 0 



(b) Grades Caught during this time. 

Kg. 50 21 4t h 10 4 

1st 63 26 5th; 7_ 3~ 

2nd 22 9 6th 5_ 2 

3rd 21 8 7th 2 T~ 

Other, please specify 30 12 gth 1 

No Response 0 0 



O ~tie to rounding, percentages may not alwavs add to 100. 

ERIC 77 



5. How many years have you taught a this particular school? 



6. 



7, 



.8, 



N 

0 

Less than 2 

2-5 

5-10 

More than 10 
No Response 



Z 

4 



72 



-39- 



62 



26 



58 



24 



39 



16 



0 



How often do you receive staff development? (Circle one number) 

61 25 



Once a week 1 

Every other week 2 

Once a month 3 

Other A 
No Response 



24 



10 



44 



18 



92 



38 



19 



8 



In your opinion, how effective is the staff development you receive? 

Very effective 1 -^7 

Somewhat effective 2 rs -^7 

Not at all effective 3 -^7 

No Response 27 U 

Please indicate the effectiveness of the various types of classroom 
help available to you. 

VERY 



EFFECTIVE 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 





N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


Z 


N 


Z 


Full time aide 


169 


70 


26 


11 


18 


7 


14 


6 


6 


2 


7 


3 


Parent volunteers 


50 


21 


15 


6 


19 


8 


8 


3 


12 


5 


136 


57 


Parent scholars 


99 


41 


42 


18 


CO 


25 


18 


7 


8 


3 


13 


5 



Please Comment: 



At this point in time, how clear are you about, the specifics of the 
instructional option? (Circle one number on scale) . 

VERY CLEAR TOTALLY UNCLEAR 

1 2 3 4 5 No Response 

NZNZ NZN %NZ NZ 

84 35 74 31 54 22 15 6 9 4 4 2 



ERIC 



3B 
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Classrootc Teacher 



10. At this point in tine, how enthusiastic are you about working in this 
Instructional option? 

NOT AT ALL 

VERY ENTHUSIASTIC ENTHUSIASTIC 



1 

N Z 



90 



37 



N 
65 



% 

27" 



N 
47 



% 
20 



4 

N % 
13 ' 5 



N 
21 



No Response 
N Z 



11. How closely is this instructional option related to your belief about 
how children learn? 

NOT AT ALL 

CLOSELY RELATED RELATED 



1 

N X 

75 31 



N 
75 



Z 

31 



N 

53 



22 



4 5 No Response 

N Z 11 % , . N 2 

20 8 9 4 8 3 



10 



How effective is your instructional option for helping a child think for 
hinself ? 

NOT AT ALL 



VERY EFFECTIVE 



1 

N % 

54 22 



N Z 

88 37 



EFFECTIVE 
3 4 5 

N % N % N % 
63 26 ■ 13 5 12 5 



"No Response 
N Z 
10 4 



13. How effective is your instructional option for helping a child learn 
to relate to his ag>^ group ? 



VERY EFFECTIVE 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



N % 

68 28 



N % 
85 35 



3 

N % 
58 24 



N 



5 

H % 
8 3 



No Response 

N % 

12 5 



14. How effective is your instructional option for helping a child view 
school as a positive experience ? 



VERY EFFECTIVE 



88 37 



N 
88 



% 

37 



N 

37 



15 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



No Response 

% N % 

3 12 5 



3C 



79 



uxassroom xeactier 



How well does the instructional option 
provide an effective approach to the 
following academic areas? 



VERY WELL 







1 




2 




3 




4 




5 




Mo Respoo 






M 

m 

4 


v 

A 


M 


Z 


N 


Z 


N 


X 


K 


2 






15. 




110 


46 


84 


35 


26 


11 


4 




7 


3 


9 


4 


16. 




88 


37 


85 


35 


42 


17 


7 


3 


8 


3 


10 


4 


17. 


Social Studies . . . 


56 


23 . 


56 


23 


69 


29 


■ 19 


8 


13 


5 


27 


11 






32 


13 


62 


26 


76 


32 


?4 




-L O 


Q 
O 


28 


11 


19. 


Handwriting Skills* . 


82 


34 


79 


33 


48 


20 


12 


5 


12 


5 


7 


3 


20. 


Written Expression . 


51 


21 


63 


26 


61 


24 


21 


• 9 


12 


5 


32 


13 


21. 


Oral Expression . . . 


91 


38 


66 


28 


51 


21 


7 


3 


7 


3 


18 


8 


22. 


Creative Activities . 


78 


32 


50 


21 


58 


24 


19 


8 


15 


6 


20 


8 



Has working in the instructional option; 



23. Clarified your ideas of what 
education should do for the child? 

24. Increased your interest in 
individualized instruction? 

25. Incr-jased your interest in 
reaching the home? 



YES 



N 

145 

194 
159 



% 
60 

81 
66 



NO 



N 

74 



31 



35 14 



65 27 



No Response 
N Z 



21 
11 

16 



9 

4 



26. 



In general, how important do you think the pre-school experience is for 
success in the instructip- 1 option? 



VERY IMPORTANT 



N 

177 



Z 
74 



2 

N Z 
25 10 



3 

N % 
23 9 



N 



NOT AT ALL 
IMPORTANT 



N 
3 



No Response 

N 2 

6 3 



3iD 

80 



Classroom Teach'^>.r 



27. Would you like to see the Expansion Program continued? 

YZS 1 

NO 2 

DON'T KNOW 3 
NO RESPONSE 



28- Please specify the reasons for your response to Qaestion 27? 

Less than a 10% response, therefore numbers ^e^"^ not given 



GRADES 

Kindergarten 

1st Grade 

1/2 spi?^.t 

No r :>ponse 



N 
188 

23 



23 

4 

6 



78 
9 



9 
3 



N 

119 
103 
lA 



49 
43 



3E 

81 



Sible°r^ (TITLE I EXPANSION/PRIMARY SKILLS) 



AIDE QUESTIONNAIRE HAY. 1976"'" 



N % 
1. Sex Male 5 2 



Female . 215 ^1 
No Response Q 0 



ERIC 



2- Age Under 30 

30 - 50 . 
Over 50 
No Response 



58 26 



138 63 



21 10 



3- What Is the highest level of school you have completed? 

1 .A 



E lementary 
9th Grade 
10th Grade 
11th Grade 
12th Grade 
Beyonc High School 
No Response 



0 



19 



140 64 



54 24 



.9 



k. Do you live in the immediate community of the school you are working in? 

145 66 

Yes 



72 33 

No 



No Response 



53 23 



5. How many years have you worked a*: a classroom aide? 

17 

Less than 2 

3 - 6 
7-10 
Over 10 



49 22 



23 10 



3 ^ 

No Response 4^ ^ 



^ntt-> t-o — — - ^i.^u^^ -j-fl ♦-r* inn. 

82 



What grades did you work with durinc, this time? 



Kg. ■ 


33 


15 




10 


5 


1st 


39 


17 


5th 


7 


3 


2nd 


26 


12 


D LI 1 


6 


3 


3rd 


12 


5 


7th 


4 


2 


Other 


3 


1 


8th 


4 


2 




' 0 


0 









How often do you receive staff development? (Circle one number) 



Once a week 
Every other week 
Once a month 
Other 

No Response 



1 


71 


32 


2 


42 


19 


3 


43 


20 


4 


52 


24 




12 


5 



In your opinion, how effective is the staff development you receive? 
Very effective 1 

Somewhat effective - 2 

Not at all effective 3 ^''"^ ^ 



No Response 



At this point in time, how clear are you about the specifics of the 
instructional option? (Circle one nur.ber on scale). 

VERY CLE^VR TOTALLY UNCLEAR 

1 2 3 A 5 No Response 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 

100 A5 68 31 3A 15 8 4 7 3 3 1 

At this poini: in time, how enthusiastic are you about working in this 
Instructional option? 

NOT AT ALL 

VERY ENTHUSIASTIC ENTHUSIASTIC 

I 2 3 4 5 No Response 

n%^:n%n%nzn% N % 

141 64 43 19 28 13 6 3 1 -4 1 .4 



4B 



Hou effective is yout instructional option for helping a child think for 
himself ? 

NOT AT ALL 

VEilY EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE 

]_ 2 3 4 5 No Response 

NX NX N'ZNZN Z N Z 

85 39 99 45 32 14 1 .4 1 .4 2 1 

How effective is your instructional option for helping a child learn 
to relate to his age group ? 

VERY EFFECTIVE NOT AT ALL 

EFFECTIVE 

2^ 2 3 4 5 No Respdnse 

HZ NZNZN%NZ N Z 

87 39 88 40 38 17 2 .9 0 0 5 2 

13(. , How effective is your instructional option for helping a child view 
school as a positive experience ? 

VERY EFFECTIVE NOT AT ALL 

EFFECTIVE 

l 2 3 A 5 No Response 

N % N % N %N % N % ""N 

89 AO 81 37 Al 19 3 1 0 0 6 3 

How well does the instructional option 
provide an effective approach tc the 
folJ.owing academic areas? 

VERY WELL POORLY 
1 2 3 4 5 No Respond 

N ZNZN ZN%NZ NT 

Reading 118 54 69 31 19 9 5 2 0 0 9 4 

* 

, . 101 46 78 35 30 14 5 2 r. 0 4 2 

I 5- Arithaietxc 

16. Social Studies .... 55 25 66 30 39 18 11 5 ^ 4 41 ] 8 

17. Science 50 23 58 26 50 23 11 5 3 44 20 

•18. Handwriting Skills. .. 105 48 65 29 30 14 5 2 0 .0 15- 7 

?9. written Expression . . 69 31 61 28 49 22 9 4 7 3 25 11 

20. Oral Expression . . . . 94 43 70 32 36 16 6 3 1 .4 13 6 

21. creative Activities,,.,. . 97 44 62 28 44 20 1 .h1 .4 15 7 

4C 



84 



Aiae 



Has working in the instructional option: 



YES 

22. Clarified your ideas of what 

education should do for the child? 203 92 



23. Increased your interest in 
schcxjj? 

Increased your interest in 
reaching the home? 



20A '93 



192 



NO 



87 11 



No Response 
N % 



13 



13 



17 



25. Do yo\i instruct the whole 
class? 

26. Do you instruct small groups? 

27. Do you instruct individual 
chi Idren? 



NEVER OCCASIONALLY 
1 2 

N % N % 

31 14 160 73 



80 36 



REGULARLY 
3 

N % 

13 13 
208 94 

132 60 



23. Would you like to see the Expansion Program continued? 

N % 

Yes 1 207 94 

No 2 0 0 

Don ' t Know 3 9 4 

29. Please specify the reasons for your response to Question 28. 

Less than a 10% response, therefore "ntujjbe^'s^were not given 



30. Aj; a result of the Expansion Program, are you interested in further 
education For yourself? 

N % 



Yes 1 

No . 2 

Don ' t Know 3 
No Responsi.^ 



176 
16 
23 
5 



80 
7 

11 

2 



4D 



85 



Appendix B 
Table b 



(TITLE I E3&ANSI0N/PRIMARY SKILLS) 



PROGRAM PARENT SCHOLAR QUESTIObJNAIRE. MAY. 1976^ 



1. Sex 



2. Age 



Hale 
Female 
Mo Response 
Under 30 
30 - 50 
Over 50 
No Response 



% 

1 



185 



96 



100 



52 



85 



44 



3. What is the highest level of school you have completed? 

Elenientary 14 2. 



9th Grade 
10th Grade 
1 1th Grade 
12th Grade 
Eeyonc High School 
No Response 



11 



30 



16 



93 



48 



33 



17 



h. Do you live in the immediate community of the school you are wor!<ing in? 

Yes 184 —35 

No 9 —5 

Ho Response 0 n 



5A 



ERIC 



Due to rounding, ;;3rcentages may not always add to 100. 



86 



Row cfccn do you recetva special training in classroom Instruction? 

29 

23 



Oncci a w^filc 


1 


57 


Every other week 


2 


45 




3 


14 


Ocher 


4 


67 


No Rasponse 




10 



35 



In your opinion, how el:fc tive is the training you receive? 
Very effective 1 _ ' 7^ 

Somft^'hat effective - 2 i A 

Kot M effective 3 ^ 2 



No Rfi^vo'ft- ^"^ ' 7 



At this po-nt in time, how r... ar are you about the specifics o£ the 
instructiouaX .-:tionV (Circl^2 one rv.r-bar on scale). 

VERY AR rOTALLY U^^CLEAR 

I 2 3 4 5 Response 

X N % . K / N % N % N % 

llA 59 45 23 ?5 13 2 1 2 1 5 3 

At this point in tine, how enthusiastic are you about worTcTng in this 
Instructional option? . . 

NOT AT ALL 

VEPY ^.NTHUSIASTIC ENTHUSIASTIC 

J 2 3 4 5 No Response 

,i % N % N % N % N Z N % 

140 72 ' 32 17 16 8 0 0 1 ,5 4 2 

Hov effective is your iastructional option tor helping a child think for 
himself? ^ 

[ NOT AT ALL 

VERY EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE 

2 3 4 5 No Response 

N % 1 % • N N Z N % N X 

86 44 57 29 36 Ij A 2 1 ,5 9 5 

How effective is your i^.^3tructional option for help_ ng a child learn 
to relate to his a ;;^.ejp. cup? 

VEPY EFFECTIVE NOT AT ALL 

FFFECTIVE 

2 2 No Response 

NZ N% N%N%N.% N % 

92 48 54 28 ^ 14 6 3 2 1 11 6 



5B 



87 



Fare^nt Scholar 
11. 



How effective is your instructional option for helping a child view 
school as a .^sltive experience ? 



N 
97 



.VERY EFFECTIVE 

1 2 

<» 

50 



N 

42 



X 

22 



3 

n' Z 

33 17 



NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 



I A 



4 



N 



No Response 
% M Z 

1 12 6 



12. 
13. 

14. 
15. 
16. 

17. 
18. 
19. 



Hov well does the instructional option 
provide an effective approach to the 
following academic areas? 



VESV WELL 
2 



JPDORLY 



3 



5 



No Respons 





N 


z 


N 


Z 


N 


Z 


N 


% 


N 


Z 


N 


Z 


Reading ..... 


- 89 


46 


52 


27 


30 ■ 


15 


7. 


4 


1 


.5 


14 


7 


Ari^bTkiuic 


• 91 


47 


48 


25 


26 


13 


6 


j 


1 


.5 


21 


11 


Social Studies . . . 


• 43 


22 


41 


21 


^ f 


■19 


6 


3 


2 


1 


64 


33 


Science ....>• 


• 38 


20 


46 


2A 


38 


20 


5 


2 


5 


2 


61 


32 


HandwL-itin^j Skills. . 


. 96 . 


50 


46 


24 


28 


14 


7 


4 


-Q. 


.0 


16 - 


8 


Written Express ion 


. 61 


'\ ^* 

^ <i' 


AO 


21 


44 


23 


12 


6 


2 


1 


34 


18 


Oral Exprei,^ion ■ . • 


. /7 


40 


47 


':4 


32 


17 


4 


2 


1 


.5 


32 


17 


Creative Activities . 


. 89 


4o 


43 


22 


27 


14 


5 


2 


1 


.5 


30 


15 



20. 
21. 
22. 



Has working in the instruct -onal optio'--: 



YES 
N % 



Clarified your ide.r- of what 

education should do for the child? 178 92 



increased your interest in 
school 7 

Increased your interest in 
reaching thi home? 



183 



168 



95 



87 



NO 



12 



No Response 
N % 



12 6 



13 7 



ERIC 



5C 

88 



Parent Scholar 



23. Do you instruct the whole 

class? 

26. Do you instruct small groups? 

r 25. Do you Instruct individual 

children? 



NEVER 
I 

N % 



OCCASIONALLY 
2 

N % 



97 50 64 33 



9 5 29 15 



17 



75 39 



REGULARLY 
3 

N % 



12 6 



150 78 



67 35 



N.R. 



20 10 



5 2 



34 18 



26. 



27. 



Would you like to see the Expansion Program continued? 

N % 
Yes 1 183 95 

No 2 0 0 

Don ' t Know 3 9 5 

Please specify the reasons for your response to Question 26. 
Less than a 10% response, cherefore numbers were not given 



28- As a result of the Expansion Program, £.re you interested in further 
. education for yourself? 



Yes 1 

No 2 

Don ' t Know 3 
No Response 



N 

161 

4 
23 
5 



% 
83 

2 
12 

3 



K 
1 



K/l 
N/A 



N 

91 
86 
5 
1 
10 



t 

47 
44 

3 

.5 

5 



ERIC 



5D 



8.9 



